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OBSERVATIONS 


ON THE 


Four Letters 


OF 


D:. FOHN WALLIS, & 


brought ro my Houſe. You not find- 
ing me at home, prevented our dif- 
courſing rogerher of ir: therefore I have 


IR, I thank you for Dr. W's Third 
Letter (or rather Book?) which you 


given you here, my thoughtsof his perfor- 


| mance therein. And becauſe in this, he has 


reviewed and explained his former Letters; 
I alſo will again conſider them, 


The Defizn of 'Dr. Wallis his Letters, conſider d. 


HE tells us (at p2g. 10. and 18. of his 
firſt Letter, and ar pag. 38. of the third 
Lerrer) what is the deſign of rheſe Letters; 
to prove, ſays he, that * What are in one ye- 
© gard Three, may in another regard be but One : 
© and if 1 have ſufficiently evinced this, I 
© have done what I underrook, And in fo 
© doing, have removed the great Obje&ton, 
© which the Socizians would caſt in our way 3 
' © and becauſe of which, rhey think them- 


* ſelves obliged to ſhuffle off other Argu- 
* ments. To prove his Propoſition, He al- 
ledges in his firſt Letter 3 that the three Dij- 
menfions (Length, Breadth and Heighth) of 
a Cubical Body, are but one Cube. He adds 
there; to Be, to Know, and to Do, are di- 
ſtin& from each other : yer *cis one and the 
ſame Soul, which Is, and Knows, and Does, 
Further 3 Underſtanding, Will, and Memory, 
are all in the ſame Soul. And Unwn, virum, 
A 2 00148; 


9012 are but the ſame Ens, To enlighten 
the dull Sociniens by familiar and eaſy Exam- 
ples, he minds them (ar pag. 42. of the 
Third Letter) that, Three Groats make bur 
- One Shilling, Three Nobles but one Pound. 
He dilates upon theſe Inſtances ; eſpecially 
that noble one of the Cube (of which he has, 
he ſaith ar p.g. 18. of, the Fourth Letter, 
conſidered above Forty Tears) in ſeveral Pages: 
and he 1s ſo ſerious and earneſt, rhat I verily 
chink, the DoRor is ſincere and honeſt; and 
doth indeed imagine, that this 1s the point 
in queſtion 3 * Whether what are in one re- 
© gard Three, may not in another regard be 
© bur One ? 

Therefore, Sir, I pray tell him from me; 
chat tie S1cinians will grant him, whar he 1ma- 
gines 1s the thing in Queſtion, and much 
more to it, They will not put Dr. Walz, up. 
on proving that, what in one regard are an 
Hundred, a Thouſand, or even an Infinite 
Number, may 1n another regard be but One, 
An Hundred Sou}diers make but one Compa- 
ny, a Thouſand bur one Regiment, an Infinite 
Number of Moments make but one Eternity. 
Tell him, the Queſtion is, Whether (as 
St. Pail expreſly reaches, Gal, 3. 20.) God is 
One * or (as Holy Mother C:urch, and Alma 
mater Academia) God us Three ? Whether there 
are or can be Three Irfinite, Almighty and Ail- 
wiſe Perſons 3 or only One ſuch Perſon or Be- 
ing? Which the Socinians, guided by natural 
and common Notions, think to be as much as, 
Whether there are Three Gods, or bur One 
God ? They affirm the latter, the Trinitariars 
the former. 

Bur you will ſay ; the reaſon why the S0- 
cinians deny that God can be Three, or that 
there are Three Infinite Perſons or Intelligent 
Beings, is, becauſe God being but One, 6.7nxot be 
Three : and here comes in the DoRor's Solutl- 
on, What are in one regard Three, may in another 
regard be but One. And this he proves by In- 


ſtances, as, that in a Cube there are three Di- 
menſions, and yet but one Cube ; and ſeyeral 
{uch like. ; ; 

I anfwer 5 The Door firſt raiſes (yn the 
tame of the Socjnians) an impertinent Ob- 


(4) 


jeion ; and then ſolves it by Inſtances. The 
Socimans do not deny, that the One true God 
15 Three Perſons, v2cauſe what is in one r:gard 
but One, cannot in another be Threez of which 
no Man ever was ſv fooliſh as to doubr 3 bue 
for the Reaſons mentioned in the Firſt Letter 
of the Brief Hiſtory of the Unitarians, If the 
DoQtor would have proved a particular Pro- 
poſicion, in favour of the Trinity 3 this was 
the Propoſition to have been proved, © What 
© areinone regard Three, may in another 
* regard be ſo One 3 thar all of them (toge- 
© ther) are bur One, and yet each of them 
* (/ng!y and by Himſelf) is that Ore. For 
ſo chey fay of the (pretended) Tri- 
nity, The Three Pertons ( ſay they ) 
together are the one true God; yet each of 
them, ſingly and by himlclf, is che one true 
God, Each of them is fo perfe&aly God, and 
chart one true Ged 3 that he hach the whole 
Divine Nature and Effence, 1s an Infinite 
Almighty and All-wife Perſon. This 1s that 
monſtrous Paradox and Contrradiction.. that 


| the Dodor ſhould have proved 3 and which 


he and his Party charge upon rhe Word of 
God it ſelf, "This is that, which, becauſe all 
other Arguments failed them, in their Diſpu- 
tations with the Photinians and Arians; they 
at Jaſt cffeQually proved, by the Imperial 
Edits, by Confiſcations and Baniſhments, 
by ſeizing and burning all Books written a- 
gainſt ic or them, by Capital Puniſhmente, 
and when the Papacy (of which this s the 
chief Article) prevailed, by Fire and Faggor. 
Ler us now (briefly) conſider the 
Dadtor's notable Inſtances. Three Groats 
are bur one Shilling, faith the Door : 
Very well ; but each Groat, fngly and 
by it ſelf 1s not a Shilling, Three Nobles 
are bur one Pound : but each Noble, ſingle 
and by 1t ſelf, is bur the third Part of a 
Pound... To bs, ro bnow, and to do, are in 
the Soul ; fo are Underſtanding, Will, and 
Memory 3 as alſo Verun, Bonum, Unun : but 
no ofe of them, ſingly, is the Soul, or a 
Soul, Long, broad, and high, are Dimen- 
fions in a Cube : But long, ſingly and by it- 
ſelf, 1s not a Cube, but only a Line 3 pow 
an 
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” and broad are not a Cube, but only a Su- 
perficies 3 long, broad, and high together 
are the Cube, Bur *tis far otherways 1n 
the (pretended) Trinity, There Father, 
Son and Spirit together, are the One true 
God 3 as long, broad, and high, are the 
Cube : and yet each of thoſe Perſons, ſing- 
' ty, and by himſelf, is (faith their Creed) 
Perſeft God, has the whole Divine Nature, 
or whole Nature and Perfe&ions of God ; 
\chough (in the alledged parallel) neicher 
long, broad, nor high, is the Cube, has the 
whole Cubical Nature, or whole Nature 
and PerfeRtions of a Cube. Therefore ſay 
-1, this inſtance of a Cube/and its three Di- 
menſions, does not quadrate to the (1ma- 
gin'd) Trinity, or help us to concelye its 
Poſſivility oxzConſoftency, 

Bur ſaich che DoRor (at pag. 9. of the 
ſecond Letter,) © Tho' we cannot ſay (7 
« the Abſtraft) thar Length 1s a Cube, and 
* ſo of thereſt; yer (in the Concrete) we 
* may fay, this long thing (or this which 
6 is long) is a Cube, Juſt to, we do not 
© fay (in the Abltratt) Paternity is God 3 
© but (1a the Concrete?) the Facher is God ; 
© and ſo of the other Perſons. The Pe2rſo- 
© nality 1s not ſaid to be God ;. bur the Per- 
© ſon is. 
© tion, 

So it is; when they find themſelves diſtreſt, 
Ly a clear either Argument or Anſwer, they 
fly ro Merephyſicks, and Terms of rhe canting 
Schools, Then come in Abſtratt, Concrete, 
Paternity, Perſonality, and an Infinity of ©0- 
ther barbarous and inſignificant Words : 
only to hide clear Truth from Perſons, who 
can be ſhifted off with obſcure and ſenſlefs 
Words 3 Words which denote nothing that 
is really exiſtenr in Nature, but only the 
Chimera's of che Metaphyſician, Show me 
that Trinitarian, who dares diſpute this 
Queſtion (about the Trinity ) in plain Eng- 
liſh, by any fort of Arguments 3 whether 
Arguments from Scripture, from Reaſon, or 
from Authority of firſt and pure Antiquity. 
No, nc ; * They never durk attempt this, 
nor eyer Will ; for they know the Cauſe 


Which fully anſwers. the Excep- . 


- mean thereby, 


is loſt, if the People be permitted to under- 
ſtand it, and the Reaſons for and againft it. 
Burt the comfort is ; Thoſe who are at all 
capable of judging theſe Gothiſh and Yandalic 
Terms, are much more capable of diſcern- 
ing, when they are dere&ed and confuted. 
Therefore to this Floyriſh of the DoRor, I 
reply, - 

'Tis ſomewhat ſurprizing, thar a Mathe- 
matictan ſhould nor be more conſiderate 3 
in giving an Inſtance belonging to his Pro- 
feſhon, He tells us, we, may fay in the 
Concrete, Thzs long Thing is 4 Cube. 1 deny 
ic, This long Thing is only & Line ; this 
long and broad Thing, 1s only a Superficies, 
or one fide of a Cube 3 'ris only this long, 
broad, and high Thing, that is a Cube, Bur 
if the Door meant, © This long Thing, 
© which is alſo broad and i2), is a Cube ; and 


- © were it not broad and high, it were not 


© a Cube, but a Line, or one fide of a Cube ; 
then this is no Parallel to the matrer in 
hand, the Trinity. For then this Propoſi- 
tion, Tyis long Thing is a Cube, is bur the 
ſame with this, This long, broad, and high 
Thing, is a Cube; which will not ar all 
help: che Door. Long, broad, and high of 
the Cube, anſwer, to Father, Son, and Spi- 
rit of the Godhead or God ; and the Cube 
ir-ſelf anſwers to-God or the Godhead ; fo 
far we are well, But now ſay I 3 th6 we 
may ſay, This long thing is a Cube, meaning 
this thereby 3 * This long Thing, which is 
© alfo broad and high, is a Cube ; and were 
6 ir not broad and high, ir were not a Cube: 
yer we cannot ſay, the Father is God, and 
* The Father, who is alſo 
* the Son, and Holy Spirit, is God ; and 
* were He not withal rhe Son, and Holy 
© Spirit, ' He were not God, So we muſt 
ſpeak, to make out the Parallel : but fo to 
ſpeak, All know, 1s Hereſy ; for the Father 
ts not the Son and Spirit, nor are they the 
Father, Therefore - the Concrere way of 
ſpeaking, will no more fayour the Door's 
Parallel, than the Abſirak, And he ought 
to have ſeen this ; when he was adviſed of 
it, in a private Letter by I, 1 without 

publiſh- 
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- publiſhing wv the World, that even upon 
ſecond Thoughts he underſtood riot, 4 Thing 
ſelf-evident, 


Bur fuppoſing now, That the DoRor's In- 


ſtances. did enable us, to conceive this par- 
ticular Difficulty, in the Do&rine of the 
Trinity : docs he not know, that there are 
. matiy more; of which himſcli will not pre- 
trend, that his Inſtances or Solutions are ar 
all applicable to them ? I fay this 3 becauſe 
his Letrers bear this hauehty Title, The Dodtrine 
of the Bleſſed Trinity, and the Athanaſian Creed, 
Explaired, Do theſe Explications reach the 
tenth Parr of che ContradiQtions, charged on 
the Dorines of the Incarnation and Trint- 
'ty, and on the Atharafian Creed ? Whatare 
rhe Dimenſjons of a Cube, or the Parts of a 
Siiling or of a Pound, to the chicf Abſur- 
dities in thoſe Do&rines and that Creed ? 
I will menrion but ſome of them. They 
tell us of, a Sen receiving of his Farher, be- 
ing Life and Godhead ; and yer as old as his 
Father. And theſe rwo, Father and Son, 
loving one- anorher ; their Mutual Love is 4 
Third Perſon and Spirit, equal to themſelves, 
This Spirit, though bur an effe&, 1s as early 
as its Cauſes; and the ſame with them, They 
rell us of an Infinice Perſon, Who is, whole 
and all,aniced 3 without Lefſening or Contra- 
&ion of himſelf, to a Finite Man, They 
tell us of a Perfett God and a Perfect Man, 
who are not Two, bur One Perſon ; though 
God (rhey ſay) is Three Perſons 3 and e- 
very Man (all know?) 1s One Perſon, be- 
: cauſe a reaſonable Soul, and- an humane 
Body are a Perſon, They tell us one 
while, that ewo Intelligent Natures are but 
One Perſon :; ancther while, on the_can- 
trary 3 Three Perſons are bur one Numrical 
Nature, They tell us, each Perſon has the 


whole Divine Nature, and cannort be ſepara - 


red from it 3 Thcv cell us farther, All the 
Divine- Perſons are inſeparably in che Di- 
vine Nature : from whence we have this firſt 
Corollary, that each Perſon 1s the orher Two 
"Perſons ; and then this {contrary to what 
the PcRor hokis, ar pag. 33- of the third 
Letrcr) that when the fecond Perfon was 


Incarnate, ſo alſo muſt the Firſt ant Third. 
They tell us of a Son begotten in the moſt 


| perfe& Manner from all Ercrnicy ; yer is ſti 


z2 begetting (for the ation of Generation in 
God, ſay they, never ceaſes, becauſe that 
would ſuppoſe ſome Change” in God) and 
ever ſhall beſo: and the like of the Spirit, 
They tell us, their Tria-Uniry is but One, 
as It is but One God; and is Three, as it is 
Three ſuch Perſons, that each of them is 
(ſingly and by himſelf) a God, rhar is, *cis 
Three in this regard, that "ris Three Gods - 
ſo thar ar length cheir Trin-anity is (whar 
Dr. Wallis all along abhors, as both falſe and 
impoſſible) Three, in the ſame regard that it is 
but One, © For the regard is God, in both Pro- 
potirions : in che firſt ir is One God, in the 
other (rhough not in the bare Sound, yer in 
rhe Signification of the words) it is Three 
Gods, Toadd now no more ; whoever does 
not believe all theſe (and many the like) 
Inconfiſtences 3 and that, whether he can 
or no; ſhall be damned. They lay the 
greateſt ſtreſs upon this Laſt ; becauſe with- 
out this, few would mind the other. And 
this is the reaſon, they have ſo conſtantly 
and abſolutely refuſed to part with the Dam- 


narory Clauſes in the Athanafian Creed : to 


part with them, 1s ro give away all the other 
Articles, | 

_ Of theſe, or any of rheſe, I think Dr, Wal- 
{:s will not fay, that his little Congruities, 
or rather Umbrages, are Explications or So- 
lactons, He has offter'd, bur at very few of 
them : However, I will confider eyen the lir- 
tle he has aid, | 

Ar pag. 34. of the third Letrer he ſays ; 
Let one face of a Cube, ſuppoſe the Baſe, 
admir a foil or dark Colour 5 while the 
reſt of che Cube is Tranſparent : — this 
may ſomeway repreſent Chriſt's Humilia- 
tion 3 who being equal with God, yer took 
on him the form of a Servant, Bur can the 
DuRtor tell me, | how I may ſhut up the 
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Baſe of an Infinice Cube, which Baſe (him- 


ſelf ſuppoſes) is Infinire 3 in a Nvut-ſhel} 2 
For his Creed tells me, a Thing mucn more 
marvellous ; thar an Infinite Perſon 15 whole 

and 
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and all, united to a Finite Man 3 and that 
withour lefſening or contra&tion of the Infi- 
nite Spirit or Perſon, 

In the ſame page of the ſame Letter, he 
fays 3 © God's Juſtice and Mercy are difiin- 
© eviſhable, hd in God they are not divided : 
« accordingly ſome Things are effe&s of his 
© Juſtice ; others of his Mercy : So the 
© Power and Will of God, are both Indivi- 
& dual from himſelf : bur when we ſay God 
© is Omnipotent, we do not ſay he is Ommuo- 
© lent, — If therefore we allow as great a 


< Diſtintion between the Perſons, as be-' 


< tween the Attributes (as certainly ir is not 
© lefs, but ſomewhat more) there will be 
© no Incongruiry, in aſcribing the Incarna- 
© tion to one of the Perſons, and not to the 
© reſt, Heargues here, as if the Incarnation 
were an Aion : now allowing him thar 
groſs Miſtake, I ſay ; if this be any Expli- 
cation of the propoſed Difficulty, he muſt 
allow that one Attribute may be Incarnate 
and nor another, I ask the Door there- 
fore 3 Can the Juſtice of God be Incarnate, 
and nor his Mercy : or his Power, and not 
his WH!? Bur I muſt tell him farther z there 
is 4 cloſer Connexion berween the Perſons, than 
the Attribures : The firſt are (according to 
him and his Party) in one another ; the other 
not ſo, 

Again, at pag. 13. of the firſt Letter, he 
argues thus ; * If inthis ſuppoſed Cube, we 
6. ſuppoſe (in order,nor in time) its firſt Di- 
© menſjon, that of length, as A B: and to 
© this length be given an equal breadth 
«- (which is the true Generation of a Square ) 
© as CD: and to this Baſis of length and 
« breadth be given (as a farther Proceſſion 
< from both) an equal height E F: and all 
e-rhis eternally, Here is a fair reſemblance 
« of the Father, as the Fountain or Original ; 
© of rhe Son, as generated from him from 
© all Eternity 3 and of the Rloly Ghoſt, as 
« eternally proceeding from both. And af 
<- this, without any Inconfiſtence. But not wich- 
out ſome' Non-ſenſe. He (appoſes the length 


of this Cube to be the firſt Dimenſion; iy 
Order, not in Time, *Tis Non-ſenſe' to ſay, 
Length 1s firſt of the Dimenſions, not in Time 
bur m Order, For Priority of Order, muſt 
be eicher the Priority of Time, or of Digni- 
ty. Priority of Time, the Door himſclf 
diſclaims ; becauſe it would deſtroy his Pa- 
rallel : Priority of Dignity cannot be pre- 
tended between Dimenfions 3 which himſelf 
roo ſuppoſes to be equally Infinite, Thus the 
Foundation of his Parallel is abſurd and 
falſe. Bur I will nor ſtand upon ir. I ask 
him, whether /ength did ir-ſelf beger 
breadth, communicating to it its whole 


Nature? did /ength and breadth of themſelves, . 


withour ſome external Agent, generate 
heighth, and communicate rheir Nature to 
ic? If nor, this is no Illuſtration, how the 
Father did himſelf eternally beget rhe Son, 
and che Father and Son gertrate rhe Spirit, 
He cautions me, that I would not /udere cum 
Sacris : He ſees, I will not 3 how great occati- 
on ſoever be given. 

The Thing which in my opinion, and I 
believe in rhe' Judgment of moſt Readers, 
deſerves beſt ro be conſidered ;. is art p. 26. 
of. the third Letter. *© Solomon, as wiſe as 
© he was, — doth yer acknowledg himſelf to 


© be at a loſs 3 when he would ſearch our- 


© the bottom of Natzral Things : and ſhall we 
© then ſay, of the Deep Things of God ; It is. 
© impoſſible, becauſe we cannot find ir out ? 
T anfwer, the Deep Things of God (in the Tex 

uored by the Door ) are thoſe hidden and 
ecret Things, which God hath. prepared for 


them that love hin; fee the alledged Texr, . 
1 Cor, 2. 10, It. Theſe ContradiFions to 
Reaſon and Scripture, are not the Deep Things. 


of God z bur rather tle Deprbs of Satan, 
(Rev. 2. 24.) by which he ſecks to lead us 
inco Polyrhezſm and Idolatry. 

Bur hitherro of che DoQor's Deſ72n, or. 
Scope in theſe Letcers 3 and of the Inflan-- 


ces and Similitudes, by which he would - 


confirm it. 


7 
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Of his Somewhats and Perſons. 


NE would cxpeQ, that fince they ay, 
| the Trinity 15 the Doarine of the 
Catholick or Univerſal Church, and necet- 
fary to be believ'd in order to Salvation 
char at leaſt they knew and were agreed, 
what this Trinity is, or what is thereby 
meaty 3 elſe we are required to believe no 
Body knows what, in order to Salvation, 
Bur ſo it is 3 there is as much Confuſion, in 
declaring what this Catholic neceſſary DoQrine 
is, as there was at the building of Babel, 
where no one underſtood anorher. As ma- 
ny Wricers, ſo many Explications of the 
Trinity 3 neither does this happen only a- 
mong the vulgar of their Learned Men ; but 
amorg their Learned of the firſt Claſs and 
Magnitude, When any of them dares de- 
mand it 3 I will give an ample Account, of 
the Diverſity and Diviſions among their 
chief DoRors : ſuch Diverſity, that they 
have nothing left in which chey agree, but 
only the word Trinity 3 bur fure the Werd, 
withour the Notion, is nor Neceſſary to Sal- 
vation, - becauſe *cis confeſſedly Unſcriptu- 
ral. 

Let us confider an Inſtance of this, which 
has lately hapned. Firſt comes forth Dr, 
Sherlock, rhe Churches well-known Champi- 
on againſt all Ze Foes ; that is, againſt all 
choſe who believe the Holy Scriptures with- 
out reſave, and believe the Church only * ſo 
far, as they can ſee and judg that ſhe agrees 
with Scripture and Reaſon, a Faulr not to be 
urged with Sacrifice nor Offering, for tuer : this 
fam-us Combarant tells us; * The Trinity 
'+ 1s Three Infinire Beings, Minds or Spirits, 
* each cf which is ſingly and by-himſelf 4 
© God ; yer they are all but One God, be- 
* cauſe Murually Conſcious 3 that 1s, becauſe 
* they perf. ly and intimately know one 
c 


-a6cihcrs Thoughts and Aﬀions, He 1s fo 


ſure, this is the very Dodrine of the Trirt- 
ry 3 thar to ſay the contrary, #s (he faith) both 
Hereſy and Non-ſenſe. This was ſpoken like a 
Vindicator : for all that, not cwo Perſons of 
forry in his own Party do believe him. 
They plainly ſee, that if one Infinite and 
abſolutely Perfe& Being, Mind or Spirit, be 
one abſolutely Perfe& God, as all both Phi- 
loſophers and Divines confeſs he js ; then 
of neceſliry, Three ſuch Beings are Three 
Gods : and Mutual Conſciouſneſs may make 
them a Cabal or Counci{ of Gods ; but neyer 
numerically One God. The Learned of his 
own Party know, that this Opinion of Dr. 
Sherlock, is the Errour or Hereſy of Abbat 
Joachim, condemned in the fourth General 
Council of Lateran, Anno 1215. 

The next is Dr. Wallis, who has been ſtu- 
dying this Point, above Forty, and towards 
Fiſty Tears ;, as himfelf ſaith, Letter 4. pag.1s. 
After ſo long Confideration, He is not pleaſed 
with former Explications 3 but advances one 
that is equally New and Caxtious, © The 
* bleſſed Trinity is (faichthe, Letr. 2. pag.z.) 
© three Somewhats ; and theſe three Somewhars 
© we commonly call Perſons : bur the true 
© Notion and true Name of that Diſtin&ion, 
© 1s unknown to us, He again owns this to 
be the true Senſe of his firſt Letter, ar pag.8. 
- of the Second; and often in his following 
Letters. We may cali this Explication, 


© Dy. W's Three New Notbings ©: for three Some- 


whats, that have neither true Notion nor true 
Name, are to Us and to Him alſo, but ſo ma- 
ny Nothingsz or rather Somewhars leſs than 

Nothings, tor Nothing has at leaſt a Name." 
It is plain, Dr. Walls ſpake after this man- 
ner, only to avoid the InexplicalF Difficul- 
ries and Exceptions, to which (he w) for- 
mer Explications of the Word Trinity, were 
able,” And if he had gone no farther in 
his 


Op 
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His Atrempts,upon this Subje& z the clamorors 
Svcinians (as he calls them) would nor have 
* charged his Do&rine, with Impoſſibility or 
Inconſiftency, Bur in his Third Letter he has 
ſo deſcribed theſe Somewhats, or Perſons with- 
out Nation or Name; as toinvolve himſelf in 
* Labyrinths, out of which all the Meraphy ficks 
of which he is Maſter, will never lead him. 

He faith, Lett, 3. pag. 39. * Theſe Some- 

© whats, till my Anſwerer can furniſh us 
© witha better Name, we are content to call 
* Perſons, which is the Scripture Word at 
< Heb. 1. 3. But I deny, that Perſons is 
uſed of God, etther in that Text, or elſe- 
where in Holy Scripture, The Scripture- 
Word every where is Perſon, In the Texr 
by him alledged, rhe Son is ſaid to be the 
Image of God's Perſon; therefore God 1s bur 
One Perſon : and therefore theſe (prerend- 
ed) Sowerwhats muſt not be called Perſons; 
becaule this is not only, not the Scripture- 
Word, as the Doctor unwarily ſaid, but is 
C0i::rary to Scripture. 

He faith, in the Letter and Page laſt quo- 
ted, * The Word Perſons (when applied to 
© God) is but Metaphorical ; nor ſignifying 
© juſt the ſame, as when applied ro Men, 
And again at Lett. 3. pag,z1. © We mean 
« thereby, no more bur ſomewhat analogous 
© to Perſons, He repeats both rheſe, very 
often in his Letters. Now this is to ſay, that 
what we call Perſons in God, are not indeed 
Perſons, not truly or properiy Perſons; bur 
ſomewhat there is in God, we know not what, 
which in ſome regard anſwers to Perſons, 
It: had been colerable, tho not intelligible; 
if the DoKor had here held his Hand : tur 
in his Explication of the Athanaſian Creed, 
where ir was neceſſary ro be ſomewhat Or-, 
chodox, he is in a contrary Story. For he 
ſays (Litt. 3. p48. 13.) The Three (% Tgas) 
are (ona knee truly Perſons,or properly 
Perſons, Andat pag. 66. of the ſame Letter, 
he approves of that as the better Reading, and 
clearer Senſe, ” | 

Whar a Task has he impoſed upon us ? 
We muſt believe a Trinity of Somewbats, 
For Peace ſake, we are content to be Fools, 


and believe we bnow vot what. But will this 
do? No: you muſt believetheſe Somewhars 
are Perſons, Bur the Scripture is againſt ir, 
No, no; for this Diſtintion of Perſons, bs 
neither true Notion, nor true Name. Upon this 
condirion, we are contented : for if the Dj 
ſtintion has neither true Name; nor true Nott- 
on; we may affix a Notion and a Name by 
way of E xplication, which may agree to the 
Deſcriptions of God in Scripture, eſpecially 
wich that in the Firſt Commandment, Ts all 

done now? There is one thing behind ; Eur 

"ns only this z * You muſt believe the Some- 

* whats ro be bur Metaphorical Perſons, 

© ſomewhat Analogous or /ihe to Perſons, 

© not truly and properly Perſons; and alſo, thar 

© they are truly Perſons and properly Perſons, 

The D2Ror will not deny this is worſe than 
Egyptian Slavery, of making Brick wichour 
Straw z for that was only hard, not impoſſi- 
ble. And I cannor think the DoQor is fo 
rigid, but that upon this Remonſtrance to 
him, he will diſcharge us of believing his 
Explications, which he muſt needs own to be 


. contradiQory, and therefore impoſlible to 


be hclieved. 

Fr 1s evident td me, that Dr. Wall;zs has 
thought bur very ſlightly (tho, tt ſeems, 
very long) of the Trinity. For afterwards, 
he retracts this laſt, that che Somewhars are 
truly and properly Perſons; and explains 
them to be Three ſuch Perſons, as the Sabelli- 
ans anciently, and now the Socinans, never 
oppoſed, bur are ready to admit. Letter 3, 
Pag. 4. He ſays; * Henry, Witliam, Naſſau, 
* 15 but one Man, and one Husband. Fames, 
* Duke, Marqueſs, and Earl of Ormond, is nct 
* three Men, or three Chancellors. By theſe 
Compariſons, the three Perſons are bur three 
Najnes or Titles of God, as the Sabellians held ; 
and being rightly explained, the Socinians do 
nor deny. Burt he goes on. * Tully ſays, 


© Suſtineo unis tres perſonas; 1, e, I being but 

* one Man, do fuſtain three Perſons : that of my. 

« Self, that of my Adverſary, and that of 4 

© Fudge, Hedid nor become three Men, by 

* ſuſtaining three Perſons. —If among us, 

* one Man may fuftain three Perſons, 
B 


whe 
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* out being three Men : why ſhould jr be 
* thought jncredible, that the three Divine 
* Perſons may be one God, as well as thoſe 
* three othtr Perſons be but one Man? Again at 
pag. 62. of the ſame Letter 3 © The ſame 
* Man may be ſaid to ſuſtain divers Perſons, 
© and theſe Perſons to be the ſame Man, that 
* 1s, the ſame Man as ſuſtaining divers Capact- 
© tits: as was ſaid but now of Tully, Tres per- 
* ſonas uns ſuſtineo, And then it will be no 
© more harſh, to ſay the Three Perſons 
© (Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt) are bur 
© one God; than toſay, God the Creator, 
© God the Redeemer, and God the SanQifier, 
© are ( He ſhould have ſaid, is) bur one God, — 
* It is much the ſame thing, whether of theſe 
© rwo Forms we uſe.—A King and an Huſ- 
* band (tho they imply very different Noti- 
© ons, different Capacities, different Relations, 
* or different Perſoxalities) yet may both 
s concur in the ſame Man, So alſo a King 
* and a Father, a King and a Brother, 
Again, Lett, 4. pag. 25. © We ſay; God 
s the Creator, God the Redeemer. and God 
* the Sanifier (or in other Words, the Fa- 
© ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt) are this one 
* God, Ar pag. 33. of the ſame Letter, he 
maketh a different Perſon to be only a different 
Conſodtration or Reſpe&z and in the nexr 
Page, not a Thing, but only 4 Mode, Now 
how can he, who believes ſuch a Trinity of 
Somewhats or Perſons, as this is, write againſt 


che Socunens 2 They believe this Trinity, as 
much as Dr. Wallis, They allow, there are 
in God three Somewhars and Perſons 5 mean- 
ing thereby, as Dr. Walz explains them, 
three Names or Titles, three Capatitics or Re- 
ſpefts, three Relations, three Confiderations, 
three Notions, three Modes, They believe, 
there are in God theſe three Modes, Noti- 
ons, Conſiderations, Capacities, Names or 
Titles ; God the Creator, God the Redeemer, God 
the Sandtifter, | 
If this be Dr, Wallis his Abiding Sentiment, 
concerning the Trinity ; then if it be below 
his CharaQter and Dignity, to permit himſelf 
ro be called a Sabellzan, or a Svcinian ;, the 
Soctrians and Sabe!lians, m honour of him, are 
content to be called Walliians, And if you 
ask a Sabellian, How God the Creator, the 
Redeemer, and the San&ifier, may be called 
God the Father, Son and Holy Spirit ? He 
will anſwer ; Almighty God as Creator is 
called the Father, or God the Father, be- 
cauſe by Creation he is Father of all things : 
as the Redeemer, he is called che Son, or God 
the Son, becauſe he redeemed us by his Son 
the Lord Chriſt : as the SanQifier, he tis cal- 
led God the Holy Spiric, becauſe he ſanRifies 
us by his Aﬀtatus or Inſpiration. The Socini- 
ans do think this 15 an harſh way of ſpeaking, 
yer for Peace fake they would admir this Ex+ 
plication. 2 


The Dofor's Explication of the Athanaſian Creed, conſider d. 


T was with great expeQarion, that I be- 
[| gan to read Dr. Wallis his third Letter 5 
becauſe jt bears this ambitious Front, 43 Ex- 
plication and Vindication of the Athanaſizn Creed. 
I ſuppoſed, He would artempt to affoil all 
the Difficulciecs and Contraditions, objeRted 
to it; ar leaſt, rhoſe in the Erief Notes on 
that Creed. Bur he meant no more by this 
Title, but this z An Exp:ication of the Damna- 
t97y Clauſes, in the Athanafian Creed, This was 


to me a wonderful Diſappointment, Hows 
ever, 1 will be content to confider, what Dre 
Wallis thought worthy to offer. He faith 
Ettt. 3. pag. 4. * Whoſorver will be ſav'd ;, 
« bifore all things, it us neciffiry, that he hold 
© the Catholick Faith, Where, ſaith the 
© Door, before all things, is as much as I- 
* prima ; importing, that ir is mainly neceſſary, 


'* or #5 a principal Requiſite, Was there ever a 


greater force put upon words ? *Tis before all 


things 


ET UT IG, To ITS 37, 


the Gloſs, *Ts a principal Requiſite. 
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things neceſſary, faith the Creed ; that 5, faith 
1 always 
rhought, there had been an immenſe diffe- 
rence, between Neceſſary and Requiſite - and 
thac abundance of Things had been mainly or 
principally regzi/ite, which yer were not 1n- 
diſpenſavly or befor? all Things necejJaryy, Bur 
which of theſe Athazaſius meant, the nexr 
Clauſe purs out of queſtion. 

Which Faith, ſaith the Creed, except every 
one do herp whole and undefiled, without doubt 
be jhall periſh cverlaſtingly, The Grammatical 
and obvious Senſe of theſe words, is this ; 
© That Man or Woman ſhall periſh everlaſt- 
© ingly, who doth not believe and profeſs 
* chis (following) Faith, which is indeed 
© che Catholic or Univerſal Faith 3 without 
© caxitg ought from it, or adding ought to 
© ic. No, fays Dr. Walls; the Greek word 
is not Jalw tetay or whole, but goaay ſalvam 
ſanam, jound or ſaſe, And ſays he, farcher; 
« As a Man may be faid to be ſound and ſafe, 
© notwithſtanding a Wart or Wen; or even 
© a Wound or a Maim z ſo long as the Vi- 
© tals are no; indangered : So the Catholic 
© Faith is ſound atd ſafe, ſo long as there is 
© nothing deſtructive of the main Subſtan- 
© tials or Fundamentals, This 1s a marvel- 
lous reaſoning, and ſuch as the Door wall 
very hardly perſuade any to believe it, Ts 
a Man oe aud found, when his Legs and 


. Arms are ſhot off; ſo long as the Vicals are 


not indangered, but intire and ſafe? God 
deliver me, and Dr. Wallis roo, from ſuch 
Soundneſs and Safcneſs. And if the Catho- 
lic Faith is found roo, as he ſays, fo long as 
the Subſtantials and Fundamentals remain 
it will follow, that the Faith of the Church 


of Rome is ſound. For all Proteſtants, bur \ 


the Sociniazs, grant z that Church retains all 
the Subſtantials and Fundamentals : yer her 
Fairch, they confeſs, 15 unſound ; becauſe of 
the erroneous Additions to the Subſtantials and 
Fundamentals. The BecRor therefore ſhall 
do well, ro think again of this part of his 
Explication, But whereas 'he would con- 
firm theſe Perverſions, of the true 1nrention 


of the demring Clauſes in this Creed, by 


criticizing on the word ogy; I muſt plain- 
ly cell him, he is grofly out in his Criticiſm, 
© 'Tis not, fays he, 5alw totam or whole, but 
© Twas, ſalvam, ſanam, ſound or ſafe, Ts not 
owcy indeed the ſame with 52 ly? Ifhe pleaſes 
ro conſulc his Lezicons, he will find chat 
Tau is rendred integram, prrſeFam, whole or 
perfeft - ſo that the ſenſe of th13 Article, is, 
That Faith muſt be kept perſet, whol? or 
entire 3 nothing muſt be added to it, nothiag 
taken from it. 

Lett. 3. pag.8. *© And the Catholic Faith is 
* tozs; rhatis, this 15 one imain Parc of the 
© Catholic Faith, I confeſs, at this rate of 
expoundirg, a very tolerable Senſe may be 
made of this Creed, and of the A!choray. If 
bejore all Things, neceſſary is only, mainly requi- 


. ſite : 1f whole and wndefiled may .be true of a 


Faith, which is neither whole nor undefiled ; 
bur ſound only in Fundamentals : if the Cg- 
tholic Faith is only part of the Catholic Faith : 


. what Creed or Book may not be expounded 


toa ſound Senſe ? 
Lett. 3. pag. 11. © The Holy Ghoſt is of the 
* Father and of the Son 3 neither Made, nor Be- 


6 gotten, but Proceedings Here is no Ana- 
* thematizing of the Greek Church. 'Tis 


© are betcer acquainted witch the Do&rine 
© and Languages of the preſent Greek Chur- 
© ches, than moſt of us are, do afſure us, 
* thar the Differences between them and us, 
© are rather in ſome Forms of Expreſſions, 
* than in the Thing it ſelf. To this I 
anſwer ;: The DoQtor had as much reaſon.to 
deny, thar jn this Article the Spirit is ſaid 


$2 proceed from the Father, as from the 


Son. For the word Proceeding is ſo placed, 
both in the Greek and Engliſh as to refer to 
both, or to neither. Beſides, Proceeding is 
(he knows) the very CharaReriſtic of the 
Spirit 3 fo that if he is of or from che Fa- 
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ther and the Son (which, the Doftor will 
not deny, 1s expreſly affirmed-in this Arti- 
cle) ir muſt be by proceeding from them : which 
ſince the Greeks deny, 'tis manifeſt their 
Do&rine 1s here condemned, What he 
adds of the preſent Greek Churches is not 
true : *ris certain they hold, that their 
Docrine 4s condemned 1n this Article; and 
therefore in return to Athanaſius his Com- 
plement, that they ſhall periſh everlaſtingly, 
chey pleaſantly anſwer, He was drunk when 
be made this Creed. 

The Athanafian Creed has this Conclufi- 
on ; This is the Catholix Faith, which except” a 
Man keep faithſully, he cannot be ſaved. How 
can Dr. Wallis- elude theſe plain words ; 
which are not annexed: ro- any Generals, 
as he (though untruly) ſays of the other 
Damnatory Clauſes, but are as it were the 
Label and: Seal, affixed to the whole Creed 
at the end or bottom of it ? Burt what can- 
nota Wit, and- a Learned Man do atleaſt, 
what will he not attempt? He gives us a 
large Interpretation of this Clauſe, at pag. 19, 
of his third Letter : bur the ſumm of it 1s 
this : This is the Catholic Faith, i. e. this is 
part of that Faith, which all Chriſtians do 
and ought ro believe. Which Faith except 4 
Man keep faithfully, be cannot be ſaved, 1. e. 
which Faith except a Man truly believe it, 
as ro the Subſtantials of it, though poſlibly 
he may be ignorant of many particulars there- 
of, he cannot be ſaved ; Which 15, as if 


the Pofor had ſaid : © Whereas the Atha- 
© naſian Creed concludes, with theſe for- 
© midable and ſeemingly plain words ; This 
© (before related) is the Catholic Faith, which 
© except a Man keey faithfully, he cann't be ſa- 
* ved - Athanafius meant nothing leſs, than 
* to damn all thoſe, who do not intirely 
© believe his Creed. No, no, that good Mas 
« intended only this. This Catholic Faith 
* 1s part of the Carholic Faith ; and if you 
© would be ſaved, you muſt believe this 
E part of the Catholic, Faith, is part, in the 
* Subſtantials of it. Which Subſtancials, as 
© I faid before, are only theſe two Generals ; 
© that tbere 35 a Trinity in nity, or three 
* Somewhats in one God 3 and that Chriſt 
© was Incarnate, This laſt may moſt eaſily 
be received: by all Parties; for all Souls are 
Incarnate 3. and Partakers of Fleſh and Blood, 
by Incarnation or Incorporation. 1 leave ir 
with the Reader to judge, whether the 
DoRor has 1nterpreted, or eluded this 
Creed. 

I believe, Dr. Wall:s had a charicable In- 
tention, in the pains he has taken,. to find 
our a favourable Senſe of- the words of this 
Creed, Bur on the other hand, ir looks nor 
well, that he ſhould pur as great a force on 
the wards of Sci, ro make him ſpeak im- 
piouſly and hererically, as he has on the 
words of Athanaſius, to make him ſpeak Or- 
thodoxly or Charitably. -This is the next 
thing I will conſider in his Letters, 


The Opinions charged on Socinus, and the Socinians. 


N his firſt, third and fourth Letters, He 
[| has charged the S9:j1jans with Opinions 3 
which not only ſubvert the Authoricy and 
Belief of Holy Scripture, but indanger all 


Religion and Piety towards God, Lttt. 4. 


pag. 3. He faith that, Ze taketh his whole 
charge againſt the Socinians, 4s granted, He 
adds, at pag. 5. of the fame Letter, thar, 
+. There i xcaſon to ſufpeR, that the Sogi- 


© nians have ſome other odd Tenents;- which 
© they think fit rather to conceal than to de- 
© ny. What thoſe odd Tenents are, he tells 
us, at Zert. 1. pag. 16, that, © There is nei- 
* ther Angel nor Spirit; thar, the Holy 
*- Scriptures are not. the Word of God, nor 
© yet the DoQrines therein contained, He 
there gives his reaſon, why he ſuſpe&s, and 
would haye others ſuſpeQ xhem of rheſe __ 

rid. 


C 13) 


xid Opinions. * Becauſe they ſpare not to 
© let us know, that were this Do@rine of 
« the Trinicy delivered in Scripture, in words 
© as expreſs as could be, they would nor 
© believe ic. There can be nothing more 
falſe, or difingenuous, than this Charge. I 


will examine ir, Part by Parc; and the (per- 


verted) Quorations, by which he would 
prove 1r to the Unlearned Reader. 

Lett. 1. pag. 6. * They (the Socinians) rell 
© us; | How clear ſoever the Expreſſions of 
« Scripture be, or can be, to this purpoſe, 
© (i.e, to prove the Dodtrine of the Trinity) they 
© will nor believe it z becauſe inconſiſtent 
© with natural Reaſon. The DoQor very 
often in theſe Letters, makes it a great and 
inexcuſeable Crime in the Socinzans, that be- 
cauſe the Trinity is inconfiſtent. wich Natu- 


* ral Reaſons therefore they will not believe 


ir, eyen though ic were expreſſed in Scrip- 
cure, Eut what if the Trinitarians themſelves 
are of this opinion 3; that, what is inconſi- 
ſtent with Natural Reaſon, or with our com- 
mon and-congenvic Notions, 15 not to be be- 
lieved, though the words gf Scripture be 
never ſo expreſs? Dr. Sherlock ſure 1s (now) 
no Socinian, but a Tihnitarian; yetat pag. Is1. 
of his late Anſwer ro the Brief Hiſtory, and 
Brisf Notes, he puts in his own Name this 
Queſtion, and anſwer to it, © Suppoſe, that 
© the natural ConſtruRion of the words (of 
© Scripture) import ſuch a ſenſe, as 1s contra- 
© ry to ſome evident Principle of Reaſon ? 
© Then I won't believe it, How, not be- 
© lieve Scripture ? No, no, I will believe no 
© pretended Revelation, which contradias 
« the plain DiRates of Reaſon, The. Pro- 
feſſors of Franeher, who are not Socinans, 
(as the Door miſtakes, -Lett, 3. pag. 38.) 
but. Trinitarians of rhe moſt rigid Se ;- for 
they are Calviniſts of the cur and die of the 
Dort Synod 3 and otherways could not be in 
the Penſion of the Stares of the United Pro- 
vinces : thoſe Profeſſors, I ſay, by confeſſion 
of Dr, Wallis, publiſhed a Thef1s to this cf- 
fe : © If Reaſon dictates to us. any thing 0- 
« therwiſe, than the Scripture does ; _*ris an 
<- exrour to ſay, in ſuch cafe, we are rather 


* to believe the Scripture. 'Tis no-new thing, 
that Writers who undertake to diſcuſs y”-u— 
ons which they do not thorowly underſtand, 
ſhould frequently and very groſly contradi& 
themſelves, Dr. Wallis himſelf is in this yery 


overſight, While he is warmly charging the 


Socinians, with Sadduciſm and Impiety, for 
afhrming (as he untruly fays) that, they 
would not believe whar is contained in Scrip= 
rure, if contrary to Reaſon : while I ſay he 
is charging the Socinians with this Doarine, 
as an impious and unchriſtian Opinion 3 he 
himſelf not only believes, but profeſles ir. 
Lett. 1. pag. 8. © In this caſe Erle Queſtion 
© of the Trinity) the Revelation ſeems ſo clear 
* (to thoſe who believe the Scripture) that 
© we have no reaſon to douhr of ir ; unleſs 
* the thing be found really impoſſible, and 
© inconſiſtent with Reaſon. Whar is this 
but to ſay 3 Though Revelation be moſt 
clear, yer if the thing be impoſſible, and in- 
conſiſtent with Reaſon, we have reaſon e- 
nough to doubt of it ? Would Dr. Wallis 
now be content, that his Reader ſhould in- 
fer from hence, that he is a Saddyucze, he- 
lieving neicher Angel nor- Spirit; or an A- 
theiſt, or at leaſt a Dei, not belicving the 
Scripture, or that the Dodrines thereof are 
the Word of God; as he, moſt raſhly, and 
moſt uncharicably, has intimated concerning 
the Socinians 2 | 

In my former Anſwer to him, I oppoſed 


to this charge of the DoRor, the clear words 


of Socinus, of Sclichtingius, and of Smalcius, 
The firſt of theſe ſays; * The way of Rea- 
* ſon 15 too fallible, in a Matter depending 
© on Divine Revelation z ſuch as the Chriſtiar 
* Religion is. The ſecond fays; © If an; 
* thing appear to be contained in Scripture 
* whateyer Reaſon may fay in contradigion 
© to it, Reaſon muſt of neceſſity be de- 
©ceiyed., The third ſays; * Religion and 
© Holy Scripture have many things above 
© Reaſon, and therein they highly commend 
© themſelves ; but nothing which is contrary 
© to Reaſon. As a ſmall Light to a grear 
© one, ſo Reaſon is not contrary to Scrip- 
© ture, Let Frantzz45 tell us of any one Sen- 
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© rence of Scripture, which 1s contrary to 
< Reaſon; and then let Reaſon be ſilent inthe 
© Church. Socinus de Author S. Scrip. p. 16. 
Stlichtingius adv. Meiſn, de ff, Trin. p. 68. 
Smalcivs contr. Frantz, difp. 4. Þ. 137» 

To theſe Citations Dr, Wallis anſwers 3 
. He tells me of ſome Sorcinians, who have 

io much reſpe& for the Scriptures as to 

ſay, Scripture contains nothing repugnant 
. to Reaſon, and what doth not agree with 

Reaſor, hath no place in Divinity. Since 
the Doktor is nor pleaſed ro obſerve whar 
my Quorations prove 3 I muſt defire our 
Reader to o&ſerve, ard to judge 5erween us, 
T think they clcar the S9cixi2:5 of rhe ſcanda- 
lous Impucation, which tie DoRor ſeeks to 
faſten on chem. 

Lett. 3. pag. 48. © As tothe ſuſpicion T had 
© of ſome of their Sentiments : Socinus (E- 
© piſt. 5. a4 Volket,) doth abſolurely deny, 
© that the Soul after Death doth ſubſiſt. But 
let 12s hear the words of Socinus, not as 
they are dockr by this Author, but as they 
are in that Epiſtle. Satis apparet me ſentive, 
nou ITA vivere poſt hominis ipſus mortem, ani- 
mam jus , ut PER SE premiorum penarumoe 
capax exiftat ; cum in ipſo primo homine, totius 
 Immortalitatis rationem, uni Gratia Dei tribu- 
£9, 1. e. © IT hold, that a Man's Soul after 
* his Death doth not ſo live, as that by ir 
© ſelf, or of its own Nature, *cis capable of 
© Reward or Puniſhment. In the very firſt 
« Man, I attribute his Immortality to the 
© alone Grace of God. In a word, the O- 
pinion of Socinus was this, That there is no 
Natural Immortality in Man, bur he hatb it by 
the Grace and Gift of God. ES 

Lett. 3. pag. 46. * Socinus in his Tra& 
© de Eccl, ſays thus; I am not to regard 
© whatother Men teach or think, or have 
© before now taught or thought 3 whoſoever 
© or how many ſoever they be, or have been, 
© Andif, faith Dr. Wallis, Wboſorver are nor 
© here tro be exrended to the Sacred Wri- 
« ters; he tells us of them elſewhere. Jr 
appears, that the DoRor would have ir 
thought, thar theſe Words are meant of the 
Writers of Holy Scripture, as well as others 3 


ar leaſt, thar*tis donbeful whether they were ., 
not fo intended, Therefore here again _ 
FUIMAE, 


hear Socinus himſelf, Camger ves 
Humma ipſa per fe ratio afſequ nequeat ; ad 
Divinam patefaftioien corfugiendum ft, Wee 


attedendum quid Homines, preſertin quis nes - 


vite Innocentia, nec Divinum aliquod certum Te- 
ftimonium commendat, doceant ſentiantue 5 veil 
anichie docuerint aut ſenſerint; quicunque illi 
tandem art quotcungue font, aut furrint, 6, 6, 
« Since Hunan Reaſon cannot of it felf attain 
< the knowledg of things Divine, we muff 
© bawerecourſs to Divine Revelation; and not 
© mind what Men (eſpecially who are re- 
© commended to us, neither by their own 
© Provity, nor by the Witneſs of God) teach 
* or think; or have taughr or chought; 
* whoſoever, or how many ſoever they be, or 
5 have been, IT know not what could be ſaid 
more truly, or more like a Proteſtant, 

Dr. W. Lett.3.948-47. * Asfor me (faith 
© Socinus, de Strut, pag.3. 6.6.) tho it were 
© found written in the Sacred Monuments, 
not once, but many times; I would nor for 
all that believe ir ſo to be. And a little 
before, having firſt rold us that che thing 
was impoſible ; He adds : When it doth 
plainly appear (or when hs thinks 6, what- 
ever all the World think beſide) that the 
thing cannot be, tho rhe Divine Oracles do 
ſcemexprefly ro atteſt it, it muſt not be ad- 
mitted; and therefore the Sacred Words 
are, even by unuſual Tropes, to be interpreted 
to anorher Senſe rhan what they ſpeak. 
To this I ſay, either Socinus was a groſs Heres 
tick, or an Apoſtate from Chriſtianiry z or 
thoſe who have furniſhed Dr. Wallis with theſe 
Quorarions are as groſs Falfifiers : for I can- 
not ſuſpet, rhar Dr. Walls himſelf would 
forge ſuch Calumnies ro blacken another Man, 
eſpecially a Noble Perſon, Jong fince dead, 
and who never did kjm any Injury. The ve- 
ry words of Socins are theſe. Nowulla in 
ipſo (nempe Chriſto) reperta ſunt que ejuſmo- 
di ſatisfafionem prnitus' excludunt. Quare ne- 
queo ſatis mirari, quid tis in mentem vinerit, qui 
nevis primb Tſtam Satisfaftionem fabricarunt, 
Ciym ta que fitri non poſſe aperte conftat, Divinis 
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ram oracelis ea ſaffa ſuiſſe in ſpeciem diſerte 
atteftantibus, nequaquam adnittantir ; (& ta- 
circo ſacra verba in alium ſenſum quam iſa ſonant, 
etiam per inuſitatos tropos. explicantur 5) nedum 
func pro compertis & plane weris affirmentwr, at- 
que aliis obtrudantur, cum ne verbum quidem in 
wiiverſes . ſacris literis de ipſts extet., Nam fs vel 
wins ſaltem locus rromireitur, in quo Satisfadtio- 
nis, pro peccatis noſtris Deo per Chriſlum exhi- 
bite mentio fieret , excuſandi fortaſſe viderentay, 
Ego quidem etiamfi, non ſamel ſed, ſep? ID in ſa- 
cris monumentis ſcriptum extarit ; 191 dcireo ta- 


jen ita rem provſes ſe haber? crederem, ut w0s 
living Bread which came down from Heaven, if 


opinamini, In Engliſh, rhus 3 © There are ſome 
« things in our Lord Chriſt, which plain- 
6 Iy exclude ſuch 4 Sarisfaftion, Wheretore 
« ] cannot ſufficiently wonder, what was in 
« their Minds, who firſt deviſed that Saris- 
© faction. Thoſe things, of which 'tis mant- 
© feſt char they cannot be, are not admitted 
be means, by Interpriters. and Commentators) 
© though rhe Scriptures do as it were ſeem to 
« affirm them expreſly 3 (and therefore the 
« ſacred Words are, even by unuſual Tropes, 
« interpreted to another ſenſe than whac 
e they ſound;z) much leſs are they affirmed 
« for apparenr and plain Trurhs, or forced up- 
£ on others, when there is not a word about 
«. them in the whole Scripture. For if even 
s bur one Text were found, in which chere 
« were mention of Satisfation, made to 
« God for our Sins by the Lord Chrit ; they 
.« might perhaps be excuſed, For my part, 
« though IT (bt means this word Satisfatiion) 
£ were extant in Scripture, not only once, 
«< but many times; I would. not for all char, 
« believe the Thing to be altogether ſo as ye 
s hold it, Theſe laſt words are left our in 
the DoRor's Latin Quotation, and in his 
Tranſlation ; and what Socinzs plainly in- 
tended of the cuſtom and manner of Inter- 
preters or Commentators, that the Doftor 
repreſents as Secinzs his private Sentiment, 
and the rule of interpreting by him only ufed 
and adviſed. But any one who underſtands 


Latin, arid reads Socinys his own words at. 


tengrh, which I have. before repeated, will 
ſee, Secizys meant only thus much ;_ © This 


© word Satisfaftios is no where extant in 
© Holy Scripture ; and if jt were, yet we 
© need not therefore believe the vulgar 
© Dodrine about the Satisfation ; both be» 
* cauſe rhere are in the Lord Chriſt himſeXf 
© ſeveral things which exclude ſuch a Satiſ- 
* fationz and becauſe all Interpreters have 
© recourſe to (even unuſual) Tropes, when 
© the Scriptures ſeem ro affirm things which 
* would be manifeſtly falſe, if we interpreted 
© them by the mear ſound of the Words. 
I ſuppoſe Socinus might have in his Thoughts, 
that Rock was Chrift, x Cor. 10, 4. I anthe 


any Man eat of this Bread he (hall live for ever ; 
or ſuch like Texts: in which it cannot be deni- 
ed, that the Tropes are harſh and unuſual in 
che Weſtern Languages, though they were.. 
nor ſo inthe Eaſtern, 

Lett. 3. pag. 4» * They are Socinus his 
* own words (Epiſt. ad Balcerovic, Fan. 30, 
© 1581.) The contrary Opinion (with 4%- 
© guftin's leave, and others of his mind) ſeems 
* co me fs abſurd and pernicious; that we. 
* muſt rather pur 4 Force, how great -ſoever, 
* upon Paul's words, than admit ir; At 
Lett; q. page 2: and ofgen elſewhere, the 
DoQor repeats theſe words as if they were 
ſpoken of the' DoQrine of the Trinity. Bur 
che thing is nor ſo. The Queſtion touched in-. 
char Letter, is whether the Context of Roy; 
7. 14, Oc. I am Carnal, fold under Sin, &c, 
15 to be underſtood of Pai himſelf, and every 
other regenerate Perſon,or not? Socinus denies, 
they are ſpoken of Pay!, or other regenerate 
Perſon, and adds that a Force (how great 
ſoever) is rather to be uſed to the words, than 
ro admit fuch a pernicious Opinion ; that is, 
than admit that Sr. Paul or a regenerate 
Man 1s'Carnal, ſold wnder Sin; &c. Theſe words . 
are indeed kyperbolical z bur confidering the 
occaſion, capable of (and intended in) an 
honeſt ſenſe; as any candid. Man will ac- 
knowledg, 

Zitt. 3. pags 44. He faith 3 * Sandire, thas 
« great Friend of the SocFians, and Promo- 
* ter of their Cauſe, publiſhed a Thetis 4- 
* gainſt che Divinity of che Holy Ghoſt, and 

* Was 
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'£ was ſo anſivered by Wittichius, rhat a Friend 
'© of Sandivus (and his Partner in maintaining 
*< that Theſis) did after the Death of Sa1dins 
< publiſh to the World, that S214 himſeF 
© was fatisfied, and changed his Opinion, 
This Matter is both unskiltully and unfairly 
related. Firſt, Sandizs was no Socinizn, but 
an 4rizn 3 and not only often wrote againſt 
the Socinians, but endeavours in that very 
Thefis (mentioned by the DoRor) to con- 
fure the Opinion of the Socinians about the 
Holy Ghoſt, Secondly, As S:ndirs denied 
the Divinity and believed the Perſonality of 
che Holy Spicic 3 ſo it came into his Mind, 
chat perhaps by the Holy Spirit is meant the 
whole kind of Holy Angels or Spirits; as by 
the Devil and Satan, 1s ofren meant the whole 
Race of wicked, apoſtate or fallen Spirits. 
This Opinion he calls a Paradox, Proolema, 
Paradoxum, and propounds it to be diſpured 
by Learned Men; himſelf alledging the Ar- 
guments for it in the aforementioned Theſis, 
Wittichizus ſo replied, that (as Sandirs his Aﬀo- 
ciare reports) Sandirs was fatisfied, not of 
the Diviniry of the Holy Spirir, bur that the 
Spirit is One Perſon, (os the Arians always 
held) not more Rerſons or Spirits. 

I faid in my former Letter, that a Re- 
ſpondent for his Degree at Oxford, pur for 
' one of his Queſtions, ſuch a Theſis againſt 
the Socinians, as Dr. Wallis objeAts to them, 
2it+ That they preferred Reaſon above Scrip- 
rure; and that his Learned Antagoniſt Crhd 
neicher chen, nor fince a Socinian) made ir 
appear that the Reſpondent had not read 
the Books of the Socinians, but accuſed them 
by hearſay. I added, Thar if Dr. Wallis were 
urged to defend his Charge againſt the S9- 
zians 3 I doubred, he could acquit himſelf no 
bercer thati that Candidate for his Degree 
did. The DoRor has increaſed my Suſpt- 
cion by his third and fourth Letters 3 tor 
i cannot believe of him, tharhe would know- 
ingly and deliberately pervert the Words of 
Authors, long ſince dead, and who never 
did him wrong by* Word or Deed, There- 
fore 1 ſuppoſe his Quotatioris were borrowed 
from S, MHazre645 (or perhaps from S, £ub- 


* bertus ) who cared not what he ſaid of any 


Adverſary, eſpecially of a Remonſtrant or a 
Sochman, Bur were this whole Accufarion 
of Sorinue as true as *tis notoriouſly falſe 3 
che UVntarians (though they are by others 
called Socinians) do not think themſelves 
concerned in ir : for t1ey do not profeſs to 
follow $2cinus, but che Scripture, If Socinus 
has at any time ſpoken erroneouſly, or un- 
advitedly, or hyperbolically ; "tis not Soci- 
ns who is their Maſter, bur Chriſt. As 
great Chillingworth ſomewhere ſays, the Bi- 
ble, the Bible, the Bible, is our both Rule, 
and Guide : not Calvin, not Luther, nor Soci- 
245,-but the Bible, 

I am come now wichin fight of my Con- 
clufion ; it only remains, that I anſiver 
briefly to ſome exceprionable Paſſages, and 
incompetent Anſwers, to what I had ob- 
jetted in my firſt Letter, I may be very 
brief, becauſe the DouRor, as is the cuſtom of 
eloquent Men and Orators, has faid bur 4 little 
in a great deal, _. 

Firſt ; Whereas he has up and down in 
theſe Letters, objeRed ſeveral Texts againſt 


the Socinian Hereſy of but On? God; and in 


defence of the Catholic and Orthodox 
Do&rine jof Three Gods : as to thoſe Texts 
which he has only cited, withcur inlarging or 
criticiZing upon chem, I refer my ſelf ro the 
Explications in the Brief Hiſtory of the S9cj- 
nians, and to the Defence of that Hiſtory. 
He ſaich (Lett. 3. pag. 42.) that Dr. Sherlock 
has confuted that Hiſtory, 1 obſerve, thar 


the Orchodox Writers cry up one anothers 


Books, as clear ViRtories 3 though thoſe 
Books are as contrary ro one another as 
they are to the Socinians 3 and if any one of 
chem has confured the Socinians, he has ar 
the ſame time confured all his own Party, 
and even Holy-mother Charch her ſelf, If 
Dr. Sherlock has confured rhe Brief Hiſtory, 
he muſt needs too have confured Dr. Wall;s 
his. four Sabellian Letters, Tf he has proved, 
char” chere are Three Infinice ' Intelligenc 
Beings, Minds, and Spirits, then he has con- 
futed rhoſe that ſay,the Triniry is Three Some- 
whats, without true Name,or tru: Notion 3 Three 

Cipa- 
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Capacities or Reſpe&s, Three Names or Ti- 


tles of God, Three Modes or Relations to- 


his Creatures,namely Creator, Redeemer, and 
SanRifier. And if Dr. Wallzs has proved this 
laſt in his celebrated Letter, he has without 
doubt confured Dr. Sherlock 5 who aflerts 
Three Infinice Spirirs and Beings 3 who are 
one God, only as they are Murually Con- 
ſcicus, or know and feel one anothers Minds 
and Aftions. And both of rhem have con- 
fured Mother Church, who hath in ſeveral Ge- 
neral! Councils Anathematized the DoQrine 
of Sabeliizs, whom Dr. Wallis follows; and 
the Hereſy of Philoponns and Abbat Joachim, 
who are followed by Dr. Sherlock, That a 
Sabellian ſhould tell a 7iitheiſt, he has confu- 
red the Socinians, 15 ſuch a Complement, that 
if the Vindicatoy doth nor rake it for a Jeer, 
he is (without doubr) fo much a Gentleman, 
as by way of requital to publiſh to the World 
in his Next, thar Dr. Wallis has cternally and 
irrefragably confuted] the Neighbour, and the 
Netgbbour's, Friend, 

In the mean time, I cannot bur wonder, 
that the Orthodox Writers being ſo badly 
agreed, what their Trinity 1s, that they have 
nothing left in common among them bur on- 
ly the word Trinity : I wonder, (I ſay) that 
they ſhould ſo earneſtly contend for a Word, 
which themſelves confeſs, 15 neither found in 
Scripture, nor was known to firſt and pure 
Antiquity, The two greawReformers, Ly- 
ther and Calvin, were not ſo much taken with 
this Word, as we are now adays. M. Luther 
(Poſti/-riajor, Dominic.) ſays; © The word 
© Tyinity ſounds odly, and 1s an humane In- 
© yention. It were betrer to call Almighty 
© God, God, than Trinity. F. Caluin ( Ad- 
110% 1. ad Polonos) ſays 3 * I like nor this 
© Prayer, O Holy Bleſſed and Glorious Trinity, 
© It favours of Barbarity x — the word 
© Trinity is barbarous, infipid, profane, an 
© humane Invention, grounded on no Teſti- 


© mony of God's Word, the Popiſh God, 


© unknown to the Prophets and Apoſtles, 

I obſerved in my former Letter, that our 
Saviour ſays, Fobn 17. 1, 3. Father, — this 
is Life eternal, that they know Thee (the only 
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true God) and Jeſus Chriſt whom thok haſt ſent, 
Or, Jeſus Chriſt thy Meilenger, I alledged 
this Text to. prove, that only the Father is 
the true God, The DoRor (at Lett, 3, 
pag. g1.) gives three Anſwers, And of 
theſe, the firſt and rhird are contrary to and 
deſtruQive of one another ; if the firſt is 
true, the third muſt be falſe ;3- if the third 
be true, rhe firſt 1s falſe. For the firſt ſup- 
poſes, that by Father here is meant only the 
Perſon of the Father, or the firſt Perſon in 
the Trinity 3 the other ſuppoics, that by Fe- 
their is meant God in the moſt large ſenſe 
ſo as to comprize the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. I will examine the three Anſwers 
ſeverally. 
x1, He faith 3 © I ſhould have conſidered, 
© that it is not ſaid, Thee only, to be the true _ 
© God ; bur Thee, the only true God. The 
© reſtri&ive Only is not annexed to Thee, bur 
* ro God, His meaning in plainer terms is 
this ; I ſhould have nored the vaſt differenc: 
between theſe rwo Forms, Thee only, the tri 
God ; and, Thee, tht ouly true God, If the 
objeaed Text had been in the firſt of rheſe 
Forms, the Socimans had undoubtedly gained 
their Point 3 but the latter (which is the 
Form in the alledged Text) does them no 
ſervice, This may be called a Fineneſs, a 
Subrlety, a Querk 3 not an Accurate Rea- 
ſoning, or a real and true Diſtintion, For, 
firſt ; There is no difference inthe Significa- 
tion of theſe Propofitions : Thze only, the true 
God ; and, Thee, the only true God : the laſt is 
as excluſive of all other Perſons beſides the 
Father, as the firſt, As there is no difference 
between ſaying, Thee only, Leopold, the true 
Emperour of Germany : and ſaying, Thee, Leo- 
pold, the only true Emperour of Germany, 
Secondly, If. there were indeed a difference 
berween theſe two Forms, yer the latter is 
as hurtful ro the Trinitanians as the former, 
They will not have it to be here ſaid, the Fa. 
they only 15 the true God 3 no, no, that deſtroys 
the Trinity : bur, the Father zs the only true God, 
I fay now,. if this laſt does nor deſtroy the 
Trinity, it certainly confound the Perſons, which 
in their Creed 1s no _ Hereſy than = Q- 
| 1cTs 
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ther. For ſeeing in the Frinitarian Hypothe- 
fis, God or the One true God is Father, 
Son, and Holy Sprit 3 theſe words, Thee Fa- 
ther the only true God, muſt be to fay, Thee 
Father, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirtt, But 
this is Hereſy, ir confounds the Perſons 3 it 
makes the Father, to be Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, Thus the Do&or's firſt Anſwer 
- has two Faults ; *tis founded not on a real, 
bur chimerical and imaginary DiſtinRion 3 
and ir implics Herety. | 

2, He anſwers ; * The words may be thus 
© expounded, To know Thee, Father, to 
© be the only rrue God, and Jeſus Chriſt, 
s whom thou haſt ſenr, Or thus, to know 

Th<e, and Jeſus Chrift whom rhou haſt ſent, 
to be the only true Gud, This Interpretati- 
on is generally rejeRed by rhe more Learned 
Tiinitarians, becauſe ir apparently deftroys 
rhe Divinity of rhe Holy Spirit. For it rhe 
Farher and Son, be the only true God, it re- 
mains, that the Spiric either 1s only 4 Cy'c- 
tire, as the Arians and Bideliians fay 3 or £1. 
Powiy and Inſpiration of God, as the Pi2nt.s 5 
and Socinians affirm, I believe the Door 
was aware of this unlucky Conſcquence, and 
therefore advanced a third Interpretation, 
which himſelf ſeems ro approve, becaule at- 
ter wards he repeats and urges it again, 

2. He ſays; * The Scope of the place 
may be this 3 to ſer forth, that 11:72 4s but 
Ox: true God (rhough in this Godhead be 
Three Perſons, Father, Son, and Spirit: ) 
and tlie Doctrine of Redemprion, by ſus 
Ciriſt whom God bath ſent + Which Things 
the Heathens knew not, Now according 
to chis Anſwer, Father in this Text is Goa, as 
comprizing the Three Perſons, Father, Son, 
and Spirit z and Jeſus Chriſt, is the Man Je- 
ſus Chriſt, or Jeſus Chriſt as Man, Bur I 
would know how it comes to pats, that the 
particular Title and very Characteriſtic of the 
firſt Perſon, 1s here given to the Son and Spi- 
rit ? Art this rate of interpreting, how _ 
we ever diſtinguiſh the Perſons ? One while 
we are told, Father is the perpetual and 1n- 
communicable Chara&er or Dc ſcription of 
the Firſt Perſon : another while, Father 1s 
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the Three Perſons, even Father, 5on, and 
Holy Spiric, Bur ſo it is, They that maintam 
a falſe Opinion, muſt anſwer according to the 
preſent Exigence 3 ſometimes this Thing, 
ſometimes the contrary : only Truth is ita- 
ble, coherent, confiftent with it ſelf, always 
the ſame. Farther, That by Father here 13 
meant only One Perſon, not Three Perſons, 
is clear by this, that otherways our Saviour 


_ ſhould have ſaid Fathers, not Father, For 


Three Perſons, who All have the relation of 
Paternity (as this Anſwer ſuppoſes) are as 
_ Three Fathers, as they are Three Per- 
ons. 

Next, I objeted 1 Cor. 8.6, But to ys, 


there is but One God, the Father, of whom are afl 


Things, aud we in Him ; and Ou? Lord (op 
Maſter, 7. e. Teacher) 7*/:s Chriſt, by whom 
are all Things, and we by Him. Or rather 
Jeſus Chriſt, for whom are all Things, and 
we for Him, For ai! Things were originally 
crearcd for Him 3 that is, with Intention to 
ſubjet them (in the fulneſs of time) to 
Him, as their Principal and Head, under God, 
To this the DoRor anſivers as before 3 © Ir js 
* manifeſt, thac On: God is here pur in op- 
* poſition (nor to Plurality of Perſons in one 
© Dcity, but) co the my Gods of the Hea- 
© then; and our 64: Saviour againſt their 
© many Saviours, Bur I do nor know, that 
the Heachens diſtinguiſhed berween rheir 
Gods and their $Saviours, as the DoRor here 
and many other Interpreters ſuppoſe. He 
ſhould have ſaid, our one Maſter or Teacher 
ro their many Teachers, to the numerous 
Profeſlors of different Philoſuphies among 
the Hearhen, Bur the Oe God is oppoſed, 
not only to the Mary Gods of the Heathen, 
bur to all other Perſons, bur (5 ume) the 
Father, Iask as before, Row could St, Pau! 
call Three Perſons 6 77g tre Father 5 and 
how this CharaReriſtic of the Firſt Perſon 
can by him be given, to the Son and the Pro- 
ceedey + 15 not this plainly to confound the Pere 
Jons 2 He that confounds the Charaters, ne- 
ceſſarily confounds the Perſons. If rhe Apo- 
ſtle had known and Uclieved rhe Divinity of 
our Times, he muſt have faid 3 Tv gs there is 
: but 
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bat one God, the Father, the Son, and ths Holy 
Ghoſt ; and one Teacher, Jeſus Chniſ® as Man, 
Nay were that DcQrine true, he had more 
reaſon ſo to ſpeak ro the Corinthians, than we 
tow have. For they were Novice Chriſtians, 
to whom it was necefiary to ſpeak of ſo high 
a Poinr, in the moſt explicit open and pain 
Terms. We may tnerefore certain}y infer, 
that when he-rcaches them, To vs tn:re is but 
One God, (5 meme) the Fathers, he meant to 
deny, that there 1s ary other Perſon bur the 
Father, wiio 1s or can }c God, 

Lett, 3. pag. $7. He objects, Rom. 9. 8. Of 
whom as concerning the Fle(h Chriſt came, who is 
over all, God bleed for ever, Amen, * He 
© obſerves hercupon, that in the Greek *ris 
©* 6@r, which anſwers to 74Hand Febowah, 
© And, thar Chriſt is again called 6 @y at Rev, 
< 1. 8. as appears by ver. 11, 13, 17, 18, 
© He faith farrher, that the above-cired Text 
* in 1cs full Emphzfis, is thus 3 Of whom as 
E conccrring the Fleſh Chriſt came, that Being 0- 
e wer all, the ever blifſed God, Amen, Bur 
firſt, The word Amir makes Non-ſenſe of 
this whole Criticiſm and Tranſlation, If the 
Door had tranſlated this Text as Eraſmus, 
Curcellens, and the Socinizns do 3 Of whom as 
concerning the "«leſh Chriſt came, God who is over 
all, be bleſſed for ever ; it had heen proper for 
the Apoſtle ro conciude ſuch a Doxology or 
Thanksgiving, with Amen, But *tis Non-ſenſe 
to ſay Amer, to theſe words; Of whom as 
concerning the Fleſh Chriſt came, that Being over 
all, the ever-bleſſed God, Every one ſees here 
1s no occaſion for Amin. Bur this Criticiſm 
and Interpretation of the Doctor, has another 
fault, For if, as the Door ſays, 6 oy be tat 
Being 0v:r all, and anſwers ro the Hebrew 
Fab and Jthovak;, and if Jeſus Chriſt be tat 
Being over all, Jah, and Fehovah, the ever- 
bleffed God, he muſt be Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit : | for according to the Titnita17ans, 6 op 
Zab Jihcuah, the Being over all, the ever- 
bleſſed God, is theſe Three Perſons, Father, 
Son, gnd Holy Spirit. I ſay therefore, rhe 
DoRtor's is not a good Trarilarion, becauſe 
Jeſus Chriit 1s ror bather,Son.and Holy Ghoſt, 
fe ith, the Lord Chrut is called 9 @y at 


Rev. r. 8. I denyit. And 1 give this reaſon; 
becauſe ar <7, $5. Chritt ;s diſtinguiſhed from, 
ard oppoſed ro 0 @&v, who 15 mentioned at 
&, 4. He cannot be thac Perſon or Thivg 
from which ke is diſtinguiſhed, and ro whiciz 
he is oppoſed ; for Diſtinftion and Oppoſition 
ſuppoſe that Pcrſons and Things are diyers. 
Burt the DoRor ſaich,ir appears by ver, 11,13, 
17, 13, thar art, 8. the Lord Chriſtis cal- 
led 6s 9v. He doubted his Reader would not 
believe him if he recited the Words, there- 
fore he warily refers ouly to the Verſes. I 
deny, that in any of theſe Verſes the Lord 
Chriſt is called 6 ay. And ver, 18. (one of 
the Verſes quoted! by him) demonſtrates, 
that Jeſus Chriſt is not 6 @y, the Being over 
All, the ever-blefſed God. For there 1t 1s 
ſaid of him, 1 ambe that liveth, and was dead. 
Dorh it agree to 6 @y, to Unchangeahle JAM, 
to Immutable 7eovah, rhat BEING over 
All, the ever-blefſed God ; that he liverh, 
and was dead ? 

Lett. 1. pag. 2, He objcted, 1 Join g. 7, 
There are Three that bear record in Heaven, toe 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt : and theſe 
Three are One, I anſwered, 1, They are 0% it: 
their Teſtimony 5 they wirneſs the ſame ching : 
not one God. So Calzin, Brza, Eraſinns, 
Vatablus, and the Engliſh-Geneva Nores inter- 
pret. Buttrhe Dotorlikes it nor. He faith, 
© Unun ſunt, they are One 3 and Uiinm ſuns 
© (ar Joh 10. 30.) Weare One, muſt ſignify 
© one thing, one 1n Being, one in Effence. 
© For {o Adjectives of the Neuter Gender, 
* wichouta Subſtancive, uſually fignify both 
© 1n Greeb and Latin. Now Idetirc him to 
give me bur one Inſtance in any Author, $2. 
cred or Profane, where Unun ſuit they are 
one, or Unun ſuns weare one, do ſignify 
(as he ſays) one in Being, one in Efſerce, or 
one numerical Thing. When our Saviour 
ſays { John 10. 30.) I and the Fathir are One, 
"ris certain from his own Explicacion <cl{c- 
where, that he means not one numerical 
Thing, one in Being, one 1a Eſſence, or on 
God, He prays at John 19. 22,-— That {9:7 
(the Diſciples) my be One, as We (che attic, 
and 1) are Oue, This Pagage tells us, how v.c 
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2re to underſtand ſoln 10.30. IT and the F2- 
ther are Ort, For the Diſciples could be no 
otherways One, bur One in Deſign, Intercſt, 
and AﬀeRtion. Bur they were to be one, as 
Chriſt and the Father are one: therefore the 
Unity of God and Chriſt, is an Onenels or 
Unity of Aﬀe&ijon, Deſign and Intercit, 
Even as St, Penal, ſpeaking of Hiniolt and 
Apollos, fays, 1 Cor. 2.9. He thit pianteth, 
and he that watercth, are ons, Be meancth one 
in Dcfign ; in the deſign of planting and pro- 
pagating the Goſpel, 2, I exceptec agatuit 
the Authority of this Text, becauſe 't1s want- 
ing in ali the Ancient Tranſlations, and all 
Manuſcripts of Note. He makes |1ghr of this, 
and fays,WWho!e Epiſtles are waiting in ſome Copies, 
"Tis true, thar; before Printing was 1n ule, 
*rwas not very common to find the whole 
Bible in one Manuſcript 3 for People generally 
wrote our for their uſe only ſuch parts of the 
Bible as they moſt eſteemed. Some had on- 
ly the Four Goſpels, ſome added the Epiſtles 
of St. Paul, ſome the Catholick Epiltics, 
But whoever wrote out an entire Book,. or 
Epiſtle, never preſumed to add any thing to 
the Text, or to omit any thing. Burthe ob- 
Je&ed Text was in no Copy of the Bible, I 
mean, in the Text of ſuch Copy, before 
Sr. Ferom brought ir our of the Margin of ſome 
Copies. Ir was at firſt a Marginal Note, and 
by him made a part of the Sacred Text. It 
is never cited by any of the Fathers, till afrer 
his rime. Ir is now indeed in St. Cyprian's 


' Book De Unitate Ecclefie, but the Criricks 


have all noted, that no Credit 1s to be given 
to that Book, as we now have it. For in 
that little Tra& of but Four Leaves, they ob- 


{erve 288 Alrerations and Additions, Be. 
Laſtly ; The Door ſaich, © & &or 1h this 


© Text, andy #owey at Jobn 10. 30. agree ſo 
< well; that *tis a ſtrong Preſumprion they 
«© are from the ſame Pen. Bur, 1. Ioblerve, 


&y *8wey are not the Words of St, John at 
7obn 10. 3o. bur of our Lord Chriſt; and 1 
haveaiready accounted for them. 2. If it he 
to ſtrong a Preſumption, that 7p #297, They are 


' one, are indeed St. Fobn's Words, becauſe 


we find & £0wey, We are one, inhis Goſpel : 
c13 a much ſtronger Preſumption, that they 
are St. Paul's Words, becauſe he harh the 
very Words ey <1, Tity are One, 1 Cor, +$. 

Lett. T1. pag. 2. He ſaith, * The Form of 
* Paptiſm (Mt. 28. 19.) is, in the Name of 
* toe Fathey, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. 
He adds, Lett. 3. pag. 31. * Weare baptized 

ro the joint Service and Worſhip of the Fa- 
* ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; and for ought 
* appears, #2 the ſame degr!e, No, the contra- 
ry appears, becauſe we know thar the Son is 
bur a Man, and the Spirit either an Angel, or 
the Poiwer only and Inſpiration of God. But 
for this matter I refer the Reader, and (if 
he pleaſes) the DoRor himſelf, ro the Brief 
Hiſtory, pag. 77, 78, 79. andto the Defence of 
that Hiſtory, pag. 37, 38, 39, 40. 

Iam nor aware, Sir, that there is any thing 
more in the DoQor's Letters neceſſary to be 
conſidered, [ conclude therefore, with de- 
firing you rogive my Acknowledgments and 
Thanks to Dr, Wallis, thathe was willing to 
ſpend ſome part of his time, which he knows 
how to expend ſo well, in ſeeking to inſtruct 
and reduce the Unitarians, and particularly 
the Socinians, That they are not convinced 
by what he hath ſaid, doth nox (they confe(s) 
leflen their Obligations to him. They defire 
It may not leflen his Charity rothem 3 ſince 
'r1s not in Mens Power to believe as they will. 
They profeſs he has written like a Man of 


WWitand Letters; like a Gentleman, and like 


a Chriſtian : Therefore they will always hear 
Dr. Wallis as a Father 3 and if there |be a ne- 
ceflity ar any time to reply, they will anſiver 


. reſpeQſully, Sir, Iam Yours, 


7. © 
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